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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Reconsideration of this application is respectfully requested. 

In response to the objection to claim 28, this claim has been amended so as to be a self- 
standing independent claim. 

In response to the rejection of claim 30 under 35 USC §112, second paragraph, this claim 
has been amended so as to now correctly depend from claim 29 thus providing antecedent basis 
for "the transmitted information". 

In response to the rejection of claims 25 and 27-32 under 35 USC §101 because allegedly 
directed to non-statutory subject matter lacking a practical application, useful, concrete and 
tangible result, etc., these claims have been amended above so as to require output of a displayed 
avatar represented by the first object model of the first type simultaneously with an article of 
clothing represented by the output object model of the second type. Furthermore, system claim 
3 1 has now been amended so as to include a program-controlled computer. Furthermore, even 
without this amendment, claim 31 is clearly not directed to "software" per se. Unless embodied 
in executable program logic structures, no "software" constitutes a means for doing anything. 
Since claim 3 1 is already directed to means for doing useful things, it stands to reason that such 
system claims are directed to program logic structure as embodied in physical, tangible computer 
processor hardware (e.g. a memory component thereof which can communicate with the central 
processing unit, etc.). 

Accordingly, all outstanding formal issues are now believed to have been resolved in the 
applicant's favor. 
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The rejection of claims 25-34 under 35 USC §102 as allegedly anticipated by Myers but 
(newly cited in the last action) is respectfully traversed. 

In the Examiner's analysis of Claims 25 & 31, reference is made to the same passages of 
Myer. While Myer can be said to belong to the same field of technology as the present 
invention, there is nothing in Myers, whether in the passages explicitly referred to by the 
Examiner or elsewhere in the specification, that teaches: 

• That an avatar can be defined by a set of weight values expressing 
a first object model of a first type; 

• That the first object model is expressed as a weighted sum of a 
plurality of predefined object models; 

• That clothing models can be defined by a set of weight values 
expressing object models of a second type; or 

• That by applying the set of weight values of the first object model 
to a clothing model it is possible to generate an output object 
model which comprises a model of the clothing garment 
represented by the second type of object model when being worn 
the avatar. 

Myers also fails to provide any of the integers recited in the independent claims, let alone 
all of the integers so as to anticipate even independent claims 25 and 31 . 

Myers discloses a videophone system in which the appearance of a user of the system 
may be in some maimer augmented, or enhanced, through the replacement of backgrounds, 
replacement of modification of a user's appearance, etc. Figures 4 & 5 and the associated text 
(see pages 41, line 24 to page 43) disclose how some features can be modified or improved with, 
for example, facial features being mapped using a coordinate system so that different features 
may be overlaid or the location of some features relative to the others may be altered. Nothing in 
Myers would lead the skilled person away fi-om the teaching of Myers and towards the 
applicant's claimed invention (e.g. see claims 25 and 31). 
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Given the fundamental deficiencies already noted above with respect to independent 
claims 25 and 31, it is not believed necessary to identify further deficiencies of the newly cited 
Myer reference with respect to other features of the independent claims or with respect to other 
features added by the rejected dependent claims. Suffice it to note that, as a matter of law, it is 
impossible for a reference to anticipate any claim unless that reference teaches every feature of 
the rejected claim. 

Accordingly, this entire application is now believed to be in condition for allowance and 
a formal notice to that effect is respectfully solicited. 



LSN:dp 

901 North Glebe Road, 1 1th Floor 
Arlington, VA 22203-1808 
Telephone: (703) 816-4000 
Facsimile: (703)816-4100 



Respectfully submitted, 



NIXON & VANDERHYE P.C. 
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